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"abstract 

* * tIi\s report begins with Vi?espoiise' by the Minister of 

Education to the 19 82 ..Alberta* Task A Force *R^portL He quesfrroned two of 
the .report's key recommendations: (1) increasing the provincial share 
of schooling costs to 85 percent and (2) removing provincial controls 
ort school-board supplementary requisitions. He asked the Task Force 
to recoftyene and Consider the questions he raised. The remainder of 
this report is their reply. Reaffirming the recommendations in the 
1982 report, the Task Force responded specif ically to the ministers 
questions and concluded that (1) an 8.5/15 cost share ratio, represents 
a Jong term goal achievable by methods outtiped in the reply, (2) the 
^province's annual education^ budget* should riot be a fixed proportion 
of-whatever Alberta school bpards choose to spend,, (3) ioijie . 
regulation of l*ocal supplementary requisitions is acceptable, (4) 
provincial "financial" control shauld \e effected through the use of 
guidelines, and (5) N the def ini t ion/^f\a'n educational plan x - v 
translatable into financial terms- may be desirable. (ME>) 
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February 28, 1983 



Dr. J. S. Hrabi 

ChaJrman \ ^ 
Task.ForceSon School. Finance 
Alberta Education 
10th Floor, Devonian Building 
' 1 1160^Jasper Avenue 
EdmontdQ, Alberta ? 
T5K0L2 . 



Dear Dr. Hrabi: - ^ 

, / I have reviewed, with considerable interest the second report and recommendations- of the 

T^sk Force on School Finance. I apologize for th^ delay in advising you of my response to 

k the report and as a result delaying its pubfld distribution. \ * t 

* - - \ . * ~ ^\ .' 

LJiave considered very carefully the recommendations of the Task Force and their 

im plications^ While I agree with many of the recommendations, and particularly the support 

t for the current structure of the finance plan, I do have several basic questions specifically 

abput'two of the key recommendations: / 

1. Recommendation 3 — "The provincial share of total schooling costs should be - • 
targeted^owards providing an average of approximately 85% of the total expenditures* 

• of all school boards in the province,' leaving an average of 15% to be raise*d by local 
supplementary requisitions." m ' , 

| While J recognize-Jhat the Task Force is recommending this figure as a tar[j&t for some 
¥uiure time, the report does not provide any direction on how this target would be achieved. * 
Specifically, if the provincial contribution iri 1981 was 66.8%pf the totaLexpenditures, now., 
would the Task Force propose we should move to' 85% funding,.whatwould you estimate to 
be the costs Involved in implementing alternative approaches, and what corresponding 
rricr^ase*fn loCal school board accountability and responsibility to the prc^vince would you 
propose? t s * -*~~>s i 

2. Recommendation 14 — <The provinoial controls on school boar)l supplementary 

requisitions should be removed." 

-\ ^ 

I support this recommendation and in fact, we now have replaced the previous 
regulations with a 5P/o guideline. However, in vie™/ of Recommendation 3 above, I am ' r _ 
concerned about howfe proportiomsuch as 85%-15% Qouid be maintained if government has 
no control over increases jn supplementary requisitions. In effect, school jurisdictions <~ *~ 
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be*af?le toJncrease supplementary requisitions at will and force the provincial government 'to 
provide corresponding increases in^rder to maintain the recommended balance of provincial 
to local contributions. What mechanism would the Task Force. recommerTd to'ensure that an 
appropNate balance oj contributions, once attained, .could be mairitafhed on aiontinupus 
basis? \ y : . * - . 

A third area of concernNwhich T have-relates to the discu^sio'h^of what constitutes an 
"educational plan forrthe province. The report of the Task Force indicates* that an'ALberta 
school finance plan should . . . "Be Resigned to achieve an educatiorial program which may 
,be defined as tfoe'province's educational plan". The provincial'educational plan is considered 
to be "what is happening in the schools now". If the educational plan is the surp of all 
programs whioh school jufffedictipns institute and operate, and if, asroutUned jn my seconcj 
concern above, the provincial government . has no control ov,erthe costs, how will anyone be 
able to afffcrd the escalating costs that will result? In ray view, if an educatiooal plan is to form 
the basis for financial support from the province, it should provide direction fo Schtfol ' 0 
jurisdictions as wdll as hmit the 'scope of the programs and activities which government is v 
prepared to support. , , " * ■ • * 

I have thought carefullyfabout these issues and have decided that it would be unwise tol 
.release the report of the^Task^orce i/htil these j<ey questions and issues are addressed. 
Otherwise. I am concerned-that the report will lose credibility arrd'not receive the careful 
consideratibn and deliberation that it deserves. ' ' . K 

* Consequently, I am requesting that you re-convene thTe Task Force to consider 
specifically the CHJestionsJhat I h'^ve raised. Additional recommendations or advice from the , 
Task Force on these issues should be adcfed as'an addendum to the second report so that it 
can be included when th£ report is released at a later date. < 

A realize that there \s considerable pressure to release the report of the Task Force but I - 
hrust that you afid* members of the Task Force wil^und,erstand myseservations! I would be \ 
pleased Xo discuss this furtlnfe.r with you. . . • • : 3 
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Dear Mr. King: ' ✓a . -c- 

On May 6, 1983 the School Finance Task Force reconvened to discuss your letter of ? 
-February 28, 1983in,which you posed a number of questions and sought further clarification 
regarding several Sections ©f the report, particularly Recommendations 3 and Jj4, a^d 
Principle 2. . % " * r ■ 

< — >V . * . ■ ' \* - ' 

Attheir meeting the Task Force ^aref un considered your questions and, ^afte/ discussion, 
concluded that the recommendations it made in. the December 1982 report* continue to be an 
accurate statement ofjhe Task^orce's views. In the initial instance the Task Force, 
console red ^each recommendation and suppprting argument at length during eleveti half-day 
and full-day meetings held over a period of 18rnonths and passed the recommendations only 
;after\ery deliberate debate. , ■ «~ * 

The following disfcussi^n r therefore, reaffirm^ the earlier - stated views of' the TasK Force 
while responding to the specifics of your questions: s » / • - * 

Recommerfdation 3: Raising the Provincial Cost Share 

* . , * >- f W ' . °" 

Simply put. the v Task Force*takes the view>nat th)e curreDMocal^sh§re pf total schooling ■ 

. costs is too high, or, if yoy will, that tbe current provirfeiaTshare (approximately 66%) is toq 
low. The provinctel share should exceed! the Jnistorjcal/high of somte 85% reached in 1976; th.e 
Task Force has recommended that it would be moskappropriate for the provincial support 
level to be set at approximately 35%. At the same ti/ne, the Task For£e recognizes some 
practical challenges associated with setting the 85% as a precise, immutable target, "including 

4 general eaohomicfconditions and freedom of local school* boards in expenditure matters. For 
thfe reason, \he Task Force recommends that the province Sfnve, as a roatter bf policy, to- 
establish and maintain its share at 85%; of lesser importance is whethefor not, in each year, 
the 85% target is_exactlyach1eve<± "In some years the target may not be reached; \\\ others, if 
may bei-exceeded." (p. 13) . ' t ; "\ 

Question 1:""Hbvfr-wouldthe Task Force propose to move to 85 0 /rfOrTtffng?" 1 ; . ^ < 

There are basically two parts to the question of "how to 'move". In the sense of how /~\ , 
Quickly the\rovince should increase its share from the current 66% level tothe target level of 
83%, the question is "Should/t be donQ in one year — next year — or phased in over a 
number of years?" The secdnd part of the question is "What mechanisms — policy* 
Instruments, gnant systems, and so forth — should the province use to reach the 85% target 
level?" - * 
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Regarding.the speed with which the province might move to the ^5% feveLclearly this is a 
matter for the Alberta government to decide. Again, the Task Force can summarize its r 
position here as, "as soon as possible. '\ ■ « v . * ' 

• * ■ 

As for the specffic rpechanics of/noving to the 85% level, there are two basic choices: 

J ' ■ s ■-■ ' > • . ^ * * 

; 1) Reduce the reliance -of Jocal school boards on supplementary requisftio'ns;*that is, ■ 

^ reduce-the absofute level of supplementary requisitions and increase the provinbial 

/contribution — grants, from whatever soqrce — an Equivalent amount to make Up the 

local revenije loss to boards; or v. f 

2) Allow Ipcal supplementary-requisitions to continue to "seek their own level" vv^ile 
increasing the prQyinci^fcontribution so as to' yield the desired cost-share/ 

Again, as pointed out on page 13 cpf thejjfeporV, the first choice^implies a necessary, 
regulation of supplementary requisitions by^the province. The second choice means that, in , 
effect, it would be local school boards/; simply beaause of the requrpi^onipg and spending 4 " 
decisiohs they maK£, who would be determining the size of the'provincial ecfucatjon budget. 
Such a situation is not acceptable'to the T^sk Force nor would it likely be acceptable to the 
province. The Task Force does notvpropose, nor would it support, the concept of a provincial 
education budget being defermined^in b direct wayCstrictlyby local sch09l board decisions. 

The issu6 of regulation of supplementary requisitforisis dealt with further in the 
discussion* of Recommendation 14 below. * » . 

'The Tas^Forcb suggests two methods of reaching the goal of 85/15 sharing. (IT should 
be nbted that thererare other methods, several of which are detailed in one of the staff papers^ 
prepared in support of the overall review) 1 . Also, the Task Force wishes to stress that it has - 
not explored in detail the ramifications of its proposed methocjs (since the Task Force does 
not consider itself the appropriate body to do this)r p. »t . 

Method 1. Effect a supplementary requisition rollback scheme, either as a one-time effort 
or in phases, using short-term-controls on local supplementary requisitions 
(see^discussion of Recommendation 14 below). ^ 
7 0 \ ■ . « ^ 

Method 2^Select la basic expenditure level (such as the tptal expenditure jn a certain year 

or the average, expenditure' over a number of years) and during a set * \ 
" implementation period of x years, raflonalize an annual provincial contribution 
which re'flects 'inflation, growth and provincially mandated Enhancements, and 
, • includes an injectio'n of additional 'provincial monies, forthe;purpose of 
•bringing the provincial share of funding to 85% in the*concluding year. 

The second method of implementation would also involve guidelines fpr, ©^controls on*, 
local supplementary requisitions. Guidelines wpujd be long-term, while controls would be b 
short-term and applicable to municipal governments as well as to school jurisdictions in order 
that savings could be passed on to the ratepayer. » • 



1. W. L 1 . Hill and J-. Ochitwa "Local Supplementary Requisitions Review" Alberta 
Education, 1982. - J • 
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Question 2: ''What would you estimate to be 'the costs involved in implementing alternative 

Approaches?" • 

^ ' • i; ' * A . * 

The Task Force argues that the total education budget (province plus IdcaJ boards) does 

not necessarily have to be increased, in order Jo accojmmodafe the intent of Recommendation 
#3. The ovferaM intentof the recommendation^ to shift costs pm tlje" local tax base to the 
generaUrevenues or the province. Preliminary estimates of departmental staff are that the 
reductipn of the local supplementary requisjtibn wouljd reqi/ire apprbximately art additional ' 
$325 million in 1^84 dollars from.the province if implemented in one year, * 
: . ' . . / ■ 

QuestiBrt3: "What corresponding increase in local school bdard accountability atid 

, responsibility to the province would yompropose?" ' ' ' 

/ fe * f - " ' ' V 

< The Task Force takestoe position that school boards are accountable to th'eir electorate,^ 

whether that electorate is paying 34% or 15% of schoelipg costs. It was precisely because the* 
TasK Force wished to'stress its firm-gonviction that school boards are in fact accountable in 
Alberta today that it amended Principle 5 to read, "An Alberta school finance plan should 
recognise the importance of autonomy for, and accountability of, local-school authorities*." \ 

\ • , ' 

The report explained the intent of the principle in the words:' * v.^ • 

Principle 5 is intended as a reminder that local jurisdictions must balancp rights with ' 
responsibilities. Freedom to make choices locally ©f course includes responsibility for 
maVing, effective use of resources, and ultimately, Accountability to the local electors 
(page25p^ \ 

Recommendation 14: Provincial Controls on Supplementary Requisitions t 

i ** ' ' \ ; 

. • Without restating the^argument in iutti th^ Task Fferce subscribes'to the principle of local 
autonomy and finds long-term controls on local supplementary requisitipns philosophically 
unacceptable. The view is not a new or unusual one, having be5n .espoused by the 1969, 1972 ' 
and 1975 school finance^dvisory committees. In the words of the December 1982 report, : 
>"Schpol boacds should have the same powers as any ofher local government" (p. 26). fc 

Question 4: "What mechanism would the Task Force recommend to ensure that an 4 \ 
appropriate balance of contributions, onc6 attained, could be maintained on a 
continuous basis?"* ■ - . / ? ' 

If the province is to pay 85°/ot)f total schooling costs, it i£ reasonable to expect that it will 
wish tojexercise considerable leadership in matters of educational expenditure. In the view of 
the Task Force, the province is obligated firstly to describe in cle.ar terms what programs and 
^services it expectsjocal school boards to provide and the/p to explain how the school finance 
arrangements — support le\/el, grants and grafting system —'relate to those expectations. . 
The Task Force believes that the province should^ a) provide leadership by clearjy explaining 
the basis of provincial grant levels and b) influence school board spending simply by issuing 
guidelines. 
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Individual school boa/ds have the right to impose local levies as they see fit, ljut #.* 
experience in Albert^ had shown that school boards as a whole tend to respond positively to, , 
provincial leadership. In the view of the Task Force, then, the "control" aspect is present in 
the continued responsibly judgemerft of Alberta school boards as a total group and their 
accountability to fheir electors. 

'AlthoughKQpposed to control op focal supf^errientan ' requisitions in the long term, th^e 
TasJ< F&rce^acc^epts the use of short-term', transitional rfo^ols in order^to effect the m 
, underlying principle! Short-term regulatioaof requisition Acceptable if: , 

1 A " • / ' * 

1,) It is thk only reasonable means of increasing tfi^rovincial share of total. schooling 
costs (implementation.oTRecommenHation 3), and t \ 

2) Similar controls are applied to municipai^overnrr\en4 to ensure that the benefits 
resulting from a/equis^tion rollback (tfjat is, reduced local property fax level) do in fact 
accrue to the local ratepayer/ 

Principle 2: "An Alberta school finance plan should be designed ^achieve an ' 
^ educatfonal program which may be.defined as the .province's 
educational plan." j %c . - ( 

* \ . ' ■ f " ; 

In its repoj^the Task Force defined fhe current educational plan foj Alberta a$/'What is 
• happening in the schools now." / . ^ 

^ Regatding^Principle 2, you asked: „ ^ . ^ <• 

If the educational plan is. the sum of all programs which school jurisdictions institute and 
operate, and if, as outUjned ipjhe questionabout Recommendation 14, the provincial 
government has no control over the costsJlow will anyone be able to afford the * 
escalating costs that will result?, M ^ si ■ * . 

Alth6ugh the Task Force had difficulty in defining aniedircatianal plan, this does not 
mean that another bociy, appointed-especially for tfiis purpose, would find the task 
impossible^aving reflected upon ybur questions.and the relationship of 'principle 2 to 
Recommendations 3 and 14, tfife^ask Force has concluded that the Minister should consider 
defining an education plan, whicl? can,be transiatecUnto finaficfal terms. Were such. an _ 
iniiiati^ to be successful, there vyopra be direct implications for Recommendation 3 and" 14, 
but defining an educational plan is certainly not inconsistent with any of the principles of 
school finance endorsed by this Task Force. It is important to remember, however, that (as 
stated In Principle financial support mustjfoyv from and not dictate the educational plan. 
" f f . - 



. , — - . i 

In summary, \Le Task Force holds the vi^that: ; <A 

' r '■.><' " r. 

1) An 85/15 cost share ratio *eptesents a Jong-term goal which the province should ftrive 
to achieve; 

2) The 85/15 cost-share may be effected in a numberjof ways; *» ' " • *■ 

_ * r x - . ' * 

3) It is unreasonable to expect the provincejo set its annual Qducktiqp budget as some 

fixed proportioh of whatever Afberta school boards simply choose to spend; 



4) Som£ regulation of local supplementary requisitions is acceptable and. necessary, but 
t only it^s # a means to achieving the 85/15 cost Stare ratio and only if applied simijarly 
to rtii/nicipal governments; ~ i \ 



* 5) Pr^jnqial financial "control" should be effected prinsifially through the use^f 
.guidelines; and /; , \ . 

' - ' \ ' X - * 

-£) Toe definition of an education?! plan by, th^ Minister, or by a body appointe'd^by him 
for that purpose, may be desirable, especially if it can be translated into financial terms. 

'Oft behalf of the Task Force, I would like to thank >ou for the considered attention /ou V> 
have demoted to date to the Task Force report I tru§t our foregoing comments will clarifyMhe ? 
issues you raised, and the questions you posed iryyour letter of May Q, 1983. " • * 
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, J J. S. T.Hrabi 
* Chairman 

School Finance Task Fofce 



